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Claims 1 , 2, 4-15, 23. 30-34 and 30 -3 X pending and rejected. Claims 1 ami 6'-8 are 
being amended. Claims 1 , 2, 4-1 5, 23, 30- *4 and '^-3S a?e now pending. Reconsideration, is 

respectfully requested. 

Applicant is amending claims 1 and 6-8 to correct only a few minor grammatical errors. 
No new matter is being added. No substantive amendments are being made. 

In paragraph 4, the Examiner rejected claims 1 , 2, 4-8. 14-1 5.. 30-34, and 36-37 under 35 
USC § 103(a) as unpatentable over Leet (6,000,838) in view of McHroy (5,583,758). 

In paragraph 4{A), ihe Examiner addressed independent claim 1 , which reads as follows: 

1. A computer system jar assiUing a medical practitioner, comprising: 

medical practitioner input means for receiving new patient data regarding a 
puttent. a diagnosis regarding i he patient, ami a treatment plan for the patient from a 
medical practitioner: 

first means for using a portion of ihe new patient data to access a standard 
diagnosis database to obtain standard diagnosis criteria, for comparing ihe diagnosis 
a*?d th<. !.< :at>wn: pkai against \fiOM n patient a\ ta and kmn-w medical OwK'^ffW? <d:P 
' < < > - ' 1 1 . ,» t><> it >\i> > 'v t lt 'V'K"-> < , \a 

g : , t '<q> <>><<,. >■ i>,?>h nt '>'an 

second means for communicating the alarms, advice and diagnosis criteria to ihe 
medical practitioner: and 

third means for implementing at least a portion of the treatment plan. 

Claim 1 recites a mechanism for using a portion of the new patient data Co obtain standard 
diagnosis criteria tor a medical practitioner. SpecUkatly. the Examiner indicated that col. 2 line 
43 - col. 3 line '•■) and Figure Oh of McIIroy teaches using a portion of the new patient data to 
access a standard diagnosis database us obtain standard diagnosis criteria and to communicate the 
diagnosis criteria to the medical practitioner. However, Mdlroy describes using new patient 
data to start a diagnosis process 'leading to" an output being "guideline treatment option(s), M not 
standard diagnosis criteria. Mellroy col. 3, line 4. Moreover, the process illustrated in Figure % 

^ivds s ( <.v -v s { < iu i i. ii nn > u t i kn < i 1,11 m <. t <» 

the answer being selectable from predetermined sets of answers (e.g., pass, fail, mnltipie-ehoice 
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over Leet m view of Mdkoy and respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 
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withdrawn. 

In paragraph the Examiner rejected claim 7 under 35 USC § 103; a) as unpatentable 
over Leet in view of Mellrey. Claim ? reads as follows: 

7. The computer system of claim / wherein the first means comprises 

a get patient data means for retrieving the known patient data; and 

a treatment search means for accessing a treatment recommendation database and using 

a subset of the new patient data and a subset of the known patient data to 

determine a treatment individualization recommendation 

Claim 7 recites a "treatment individualization recommendation." Specifically, the 
Examiner stated that col. 12 line 50 - col. 13 line 1 of Leet teaches using a subset of the new 
patient dam a!id s subset of die known patient data to determine a treatment individualization 
recommendation. However, Leet describes '"proposed drug treatments" (has '"arc ranked in ['] 
order initially based on national recommendations.*' ; '|T]he rankings may change in time based 
on the results of laboratory culture and sensitivity studies in a selected geographic area." Lect. 
col. 12. lines 63-66. Treatments ranked based on national and geographic area df.- -no graphics are 
not individualized. Accordingly, for at least the foregoing reasons. Applicant respectfully 
submits that claim 7 is patentable over Leet in view of Mcllroy and respectfully requests that the 
rejection be withdrawn. 

In paragraph 4<Kj, the Examiner rejected claim 3 1 under 35 USC § 103(a"s as 
unpatentable over Leet in view of Mcllroy, Claim 3 1. reads as follows: 

SL The computer system of claim 1 wherein the third means comprises an 
' >\ \ > < ' .i^ » j ' , ' ^' - >asi. ,>'< tod'W .,!,"<{.<' <»i ,«^> >■> < c >. f» < 
subset of the new patient data, a subset of the. diagnosis and a subset of the treatment 
plan to determine an ICD. 

Claim 3 1 recites "processing a subset of the new patient data . . . to determine an ICDA 
The Examiner indicated that col. 1 lines 23-28, col. 7 lines 3<M6 and Table I of Leet teach using 
a subset of the new patient data to determine an International Classification of Disease (ICD}. 
Applicant respectfully disagrees, keel col. 3 hues 26-40 describes storing a diagnosis code used 
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hi pasa-raph 5, ih». r Kuwiuct i ejected claims 9 and 10 under 35 uSC 103ta) as 
unpatentable over Leet in view of Mcllroy and further in view of Portwood (5,950,630). Claim 9 
wads as follows: 

7«a computer system qf claim I wherein the treatment plan comprises a 

a get drug data means for retrieving from a pharmacy one. or more drugs 

<\ V >k : iV,> . o> <';<><<<'/;< *»?<>.>/.' ?\<ncrC dulu ;A ntncum r dk' 

patient is taking and foods the patient typically eats: and 

an interaction checking means for accessing a drug/food interaction database 

m ail ik< on- a*- '*;,■>;<.■ Jrue- prescribed for th patent if) the drug*> oV' <<\\ paaen> ;s 

taking, (c) the prescription and (d) the foods the patient typically eats, to produce an 

alarm if there is an indication qf an interaction^ 

Specifically, (he Examiner interpreted "diet*' to be a form of "foods the patient typically 
e^< - *' However, Table IV ■ Leet recites a "Regular Diet." The phrase ''Regular Diet" suggests 
that no limitation is imposed on what the patient eats. However, the phrase "Regular Diet" -gives 
r\> indication of the foods the patient typically eats. What a person typi cally eats may be affected 
b> v\kn the person chooses to eat. Applicant therefore respectfully disagrees with the 

' 'V v < t ,^ J. vU h \pp' < nit . ,pv,v". ^ -to-s * t i, , , r <■ 

and clan > 1 0 dependent therefrom are patentable over Leet in view of Mcllroy arid further in 
\ie^. of I'ortwood and respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 

in paragraph 6, the Examiner rejected claims 1 1-13 and 38 under 35 1 JSC § 103(a) as 
aarmruoie over Leet in view of Mcllroy and further m view of Evans (5.924,074). 
In paragraph 6(A), the Lxaminer addressed claim 1 1, which reads as follows: 

/./, The computer system qf claim J wherein the treatment plan comprises a 
prescription and radiology tests and the first means comprises 

a i>c? drug data niam\\f->r retrieving from a pharmacy one or more drugs 
prescribed for the patient and from the known patient data identification of drum that the 
patient is taking; and 

an X-ray compatibility checking means for accessing a radiology/drag interaction 
database with (a) the one or more drugs prescribed for the patient, (b) the drugs that the 
patient is taking, tc) the prescription and id) the radiology tests from the treatment plan, 
to produce an alarm if there is an indication of an interaction. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicant has m.kie an earnest avid bona Me effort to clarify the issues before the 
Examiner. In view of the foregoing discissions, Applicant believer that the differences between 
the claimed invention and the cited and relied upon references are such that the claimed 
invention is paientabiy distinct over the cited and relied upon references. Therefore, allowance 
o! the pending claims is believed to be in order. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any required fees from Deposit 

Should the Examiner hu\<. ar^ u uMior^ «. sv rt. .0*0*01,' the Examiner is 
;n\iu-d t!> ieL-pho:v ;U: onde^lgi ea rionv^ ,\ o^O 8m> > > S 
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